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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-26 are pending and have been examined. 

Drawings 

2. Figures 1 and 2 should be designated by a legend such as --Prior Art-- because 
only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because it contains embedded hyperlinks (pars. 38, 
72, 75, 80, etc.) and/or other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to 
delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See 
MPEP§ 608.01. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 7 and 22 are objected to because of the following informalities: "URL" 
must be spelled out. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 15 and 17-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 15 and 17-26 are not 
limited to tangible embodiments. In view of applicant's disclosure, specification (page 
25, par. 84), the system may be hardware or a combination of hardware and software. 
As such, the claims are not limited to statutory subject matter and are therefore non- 
statutory. 

7. To expedite a complete examination of the application, the claims rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 101 (non-statutory) above are further rejected as set forth below in 
anticipation of applicant amending these claims to place them within the four statutory 
categories of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

9. Claims 1, 4-5, 7, 13-15, 17, and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as 
being anticipated by Herrera et al. (US Patent Application Publication 
2004/0015463, hereinafter Herrera). 

Regarding claims 1 and 17, Herrera teaches 
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a computer-implemented method / system for filtering messages routed across a 
network, the messages including field name-value pairs, the method / system 
comprising (pars. 4-7, inferencing service for applications, receive input, applying 
rule, determine validity): 

(a learning engine for) extracting field name-value pairs from the messages 
(pars. 76-78, classes w/ fields/values); 

determining, for values of the same field name, a most restrictive data type of the 
values (pars. 78-82, determine constraints for fields); and 

storing the data type in association with the field name (pars. 106-108, 
assigning type/values to fields)/ and 

a message filter, for generating a rule which would allow messages having 
values of a field name that match the most restrictive data type (pars. 100-102, 
generating rule snapshot). 

Regarding claims 7 and 22, Herrera teaches 

a computer-implemented method / system for filtering URL messages routed 
across a network, wherein the messages include URL components, the method / 
system comprising (pars. 4-7, inferencing service for applications, receive input, 
applying rule, determine validity): 

(a learning engine) extracting URL components from the messages (pars. 76-78, 
classes w/ fields/values, par. 102-103, URL input); 
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determining, for URL components at the same level, with the same root URL 
component, a most restrictive data type of the URL component (pars. 78-82, determine 
constraints for fields); and 

storing the data type in association with the URL component (pars. 106-108, 
assigning type/values to fields)/ and 

a message filter, for generating a rule which would allow messages having the 
URL components that match the most restrictive data type (pars. 100-102, generating 
rule snapshot). 

Regarding claims 13 and 15, Herrera teaches 

a computer-implemented method / system for inferencing a data type of scalar 
objects, the method / system comprising (pars. 4-7, inferencing service for 
applications, receive input, applying rule, determine validity): 

determining a match factor for a data type, the match factor indicating a fraction 
of scalar objects that match the data type (pars. 350-352, matching rule and values); 
and 

selecting a most restrictive data type having a match factor exceeding a 
threshold and having no child data types with a match factor exceeding the threshold 
(pars. 152-154, determine datatype associated w/ field and value associated w/ 
field). 

Regarding claims 4 and 20, Herrera teaches wherein the determining step 
further comprises: 
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determining a match factor for a data type, the match factor indicating a fraction 
of values for the same field name that match the data type (pars. 350-352, matching 
rule and values); and 

selecting a data type having a match factor exceeding a threshold and having no 
child data types with a match factor exceeding the threshold (pars. 152-154, determine 
datatype associated w/ field and value associated w/ field). 

Regarding claims 5, 21, and 14, Herrera teaches wherein the threshold is a 
fraction of values for the same field name which should match the data type / a fraction 
of scalar objects which should match the data type (pars. 152-154, determine 
datatype associated w/ field and value associated w/ field) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 2-3, 6, 8-9, 12, 16, 18-19, and 23-24 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Herrera, and further in view of Brand et 
al. (US Patent 7,089,542, hereinafter Brand). 

Regarding claims 2 and 18, Herrera does not expressly disclose generating a 
rule which would allow messages having values of a field name that match the most 
restrictive data type. However, Brand teaches generating a rule which would allow 
messages having values of a field name that match the most restrictive data type (col. 
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8, lines 5-50, constraint solver). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate rules to match 
certain conditions in the system of Herrera. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to perform such a modification to determine constraints are consistent 
(Brand, col. 2, lines 51-67, col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Regarding claim 3, the combination of Herrera and Brand teaches applying the 
rule to determine whether to allow messages having values for a field name that match 
the most restrictive data type (Brand, col. 8, lines 5-50, constraint solver, 
remembers type constraint for field and evaluates them). 

Regarding claim 19, Herrera does not expressly disclose applying the rule to 
determine whether to allow messages having values for a field name that match the 
most restrictive data type. However, Brand teaches applying the rule to determine 
whether to allow messages having values for a field name that match the most 
restrictive data type (col. 8, lines 5-50, constraint solver, remembers type constraint 
for field and evaluates them). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate rules to match 
certain conditions in the system of Herrera. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to perform such a modification to determine constraints are consistent 
(Brand, col. 2, lines 51-67, col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Regarding claims 8 and 23, Herrera does not expressly disclose generating a 
rule which would allow messages having the URL components that match the most 
restrictive data type. However, Brand teaches generating a rule which would allow 
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messages having the URL components that match the most restrictive data type (col. 8, 
lines 5-50, constraint solver). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate rules to match 
certain conditions in the system of Herrera. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to perform such a modification to determine constraints are consistent 
(Brand, col. 2, lines 51-67, col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Regarding claim 9, the combination of Herrera and Brand teaches applying the 
rule to determine whether to allow messages having the URL components that match 
the most restrictive data type (Brand, col. 8, lines 5-50, constraint solver, 
remembers type constraint for field and evaluates them). 

Regarding claim 24, Herrera does not expressly disclose applying the rule to 
determine whether to allow messages having the URL components that match the most 
restrictive data type. However, Brand teaches applying the rule to determine whether to 
allow messages having the URL components that match the most restrictive data type 
(col. 8, lines 5-50, constraint solver, remembers type constraint for field and 
evaluates them). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to generate rules to match certain conditions 
in the system of Herrera. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
perform such a modification to determine constraints are consistent (Brand, col. 2, lines 
51-67, col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Regarding claims 6, 12, and 16, the combination of Herrera and Brand teaches 
a computer program product comprising a computer-readable medium containing 
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computer program code for performing any one of the methods of claims 1 through 5, 7 
through 1 1 , and 13 through 14 (Herrera, par. 49, software). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 1 0, 1 1 , 25, and 26 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Garcia Cervetti whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-5861 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Tuesday and 
Thursday-Friday. 

14. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nasser Moazzami can be reached on (571)272-4195. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

1 5. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/David Garcia Cervetti/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2136 



